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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 1 preempts " a computer readable medium having computer instructions for 
storing and managing a knowledge profile", which does not reflect the intended scope of the 
claim. To further timely prosecution, the Examiner interpreted this phrase as "a computer 
readable medium having computer instructions for storing and managing a knowledge profile". 

Claim 1, recites the limitation "wherein the placement" in page 101, line 1. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because claim 1 does not claim a 
computer-readable media that is encoded with a structure that define structural and functional 
interrelationships between the data structure and the computer software and hardware 
components. See, e.g., Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data 
structure per se held nonstatutory). Such claimed data structures do not define any structural and 
functional interrelationships between the data structure and other claimed aspects of the 
invention which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed 
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computer-readable medium encoded with a data structure defines structural and functional 

interrelationships between the data structure and the computer software and hardware 

components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory. 
Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because it describes nothing more than an abstract 

idea (storage and manipulation of data). There is no practical application of the abstract idea that 

produces a useful, concrete, and tangible result. Benson, 409 U.S. at 71-72, 175 USPQ at 676. 

Thus, a process consisting solely of mathematical operations, i.e., converting one set of numbers 

into another set of numbers, does not manipulate appropriate subject matter and thus cannot 

constitute a statutory process. In practical terms, claims define nonstatutory processes if they : 

- consist solely of mathematical operations without some claimed practical application 
(i.e., executing a "mathematical algorithm"); or 

- simply manipulate abstract ideas, e.g., a bid (Schrader, 22 F.3d at 293-94, 30 USPQ2d 
at 1458-59) or a bubble hierarchy (Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360, 31 USPQ2d at 1759), without 
some claimed practical application. Schrader, 22 F.3d at 292-93, 30 USPQ2d at 1457-58. If a 
claimed process manipulates only numbers, abstract concepts or ideas, or signals representing 
any of the foregoing, the claim is not being applied to appropriate subject matter. Schrader, 22 
F.3d at 294-95, 30 USPQ2d at 1458-59. (See: Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent 
Applications for Patent Subject Matter Eligibility). 

Accordingly, the subject matter of claim 1-42, and 44 is held to be nonstatutory subject 

matter. 



1 
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Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 
3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-8, 17-19, 22-27, and 43-44, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Williams (U.S 6,735,593 filed on Nov. 9, 1999 and issued on May 11, 2004). 
As per claims 1, 43, and 44, Williams teaches: 

storing and managing a knowledge profile (co. 4, lines 45-47), wherein knowledge is 
stored in knowledge units representative of unconstrained natural language (NL) (col. 2, lines 
62-67); 

wherein any given knowledge unit is associatable with at least one other knowledge unit 
with the given knowledge unit being a context knowledge unit, and the at least one other 
knowledge unit being a detail knowledge unit of the associated context knowledge unit, and such 
that every given context knowledge unit that has at least one associated detail knowledge unit 
satisfies a NL relationship there-between that corresponds to one of the NL-expressible forms of 
the NL word "have" (col. 12, line 8 - col. 13, line 5, wherein context knowledge units are 
associated with each other (col. 12, line 46), and each context unit has at least one detail 
knowledge unit, as in the example of "a route" that has an origin and a destination, col. 12, lines 
40-41); 
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wherein the profile includes a core set of knowledge units for a core vocabulary of words, 
at least some of which are associated with knowledge units to provide a basic meaning of the 
associated words (col. 2, lines 26-410); 

the profile further includes a core set of knowledge units for core processing and core 
parsing NL-expressible knowledge (inherently disclosed in the process of recognizing the 
grammatical structure of a word such as "a verb" (col. 2, line 65); 

the knowledge units are arranged in accordance with a predefined structure that reflects 
context-detail relationships (See example of "a route" that has an origin and a destination, col. 
12, lines 40-41)and that is dynamically extensible to include other knowledge units during run- 
time (col. 6, line 54); and 

the placement and relationships of knowledge units within the predefined structure 
further reflect semantic interpretations of the knowledge units and support algorithmic reasoning 
about the knowledge in the profile (col. 1 1, line 63 - col. 12, line 7, wherein the conceptual 
layers make up the data model). 

As per claims 2, 3, and 7, Williams teaches a profile that includes NL class structures to 
form knowledge units to represent NL words (Person, Fig. 4A) and phrases (customer of, Fig. 
4A). 

As per claims 4-6, Williams teaches wherein NL word class structures have associated 
values, and wherein the associated values of the word class structures are spellings of the word 
corresponding to the NL word class structure, wherein the word class structures include primary 
word class structures to represent a word with an associated spelling (inherently disclosed in 
storing entities within the database, col. 2, lines 34-35), and distinguishing said word from any 
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other words having an identical spelling to said word (col. 17, lines 5-13, wherein the word 
"person" has the same spelling and different meanings). 

As per claim 8, Williams teaches information to represent word forms, including 
irregular word forms (as in "spoke" which is the irregular form of "speak"). 

As per claims 17-19, Williams teaches detail knowledge units and context knowledge 
units that are formed from structural definition that identifies a structure to represent an 
associated context and identifies an associated NL class structure (as in the examples of col. 8, 
lines 44-56). 

As per claims 22-27, Williams teaches a structure definition that inherently include value 
information to specify the detail structure, and wherein the value of NL word class structures is a 
spelling of an NL word represented by the NL class structure, and the value information is 
context independent, specification of the class is static, and modifiable (as in col. 1 1, lines 1-8, 
wherein "spycatcher" represents a book name). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 9-16, 28-30, and 34-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Williams. . 
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As per claims 9-16, Williams teaches a profile that includes NL class structures to form 
knowledge units to represent NL words (Person, Fig. 4A) and phrases (customer of, Fig. 4A), 
and a relational model to associate between the knowledge units and entities within a database or 
a profile in a tree structure (col. 16, lines 31-54). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a ' 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to have a database 
management system with the features of claims 9-15. Otherwise, it would not be impossible to 
store data including a plurality of entities or knowledge units, and their associated relashionships 
(col. 2, lines 34-40). 

As per claims 28-30, Williams teaches transforming knowledge units and detail structure 
into a semantically equivalent knowledge units comprised of a detail structure that represents an 
instance of the head word NL class structure wherein said instance is specified by associated 
details with semantic equivalence of the associated qualifiers (col. 5, lines 38-55). 

As per claims 34-42, Williams teaches managing database architecture and stores data as 
a web of items, relationships between items, relationships between relationships and items, and 
relationships between relationships and relationships, merge different databases. Williams's 
system further includes a plurality of qualifiers, each qualifier defining a nexus between an entity 
and a relationship or between two relationships, wherein the plurality of qualifiers includes a 
correcting qualifier, which defines one relationship as correcting a previous relationship, and an 
updating qualifier, which defines one relationship as updating a previous relationship. 
Therefore, Williams necessarily teach the content of claims 34-44. Otherwise, Williams would 
not be able to combine different databases into a database including different entities. 
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Claims 20, 21, 31, and 32, are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Williams in view of Corston-Oliver et al. (U.S 2003/0182102). 
Williams does not explicitly teach canonical order. 

Corston-Oliver et al. in the same field of invention teach canonical order ([0122]). 

Therfore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to have added the canonical order of Corston-Oliver et al. to the system 
of Williams, because Corston-Oliver et al. suggests that this would freely order the individual 
words, outside of the immediate constituent that they belong to ([0122]). 

Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Williams in view 
of Corston-Oliver et al., as applied to claim 31, and further in view of Schumacher et al. (U.S 
6,349,275 issued on Feb. 19, 2002). 

Williams in view of Corston-Oliver et al. teach all the limitations of claim 31, upon 
which, claim 33 depend. Williams does not explicitly teach identifying an extent of subclasses 
related to the NL class represented by the NL class structure, and wherein the medium includes 
logic to test whether an identified NL class is a subclass of another identified NL class by 
comparing the class ID of the identified NL class to the extent identifying information of the 
other identified NL class. 

Schumacher et al. teach identifying an extent of subclasses related to the NL class 
represented by the NL class structure, and wherein the medium includes logic to test whether an 
identified NL class is a subclass of another identified NL class by comparing the class ID of the 
identified NL class to the extent identifying information of the other identified NL class (Figs. 4 
and 5). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to combine the Schumacher's features with the system of Williams, 
because this would facilitates the use of electronic catalogs in a manner that is presentational and 
language neutral this is accomplished by managing and manipulating the system at the level of 
conceptual entities or units and the separation their presentational form, from their manipulation 



form (col. 1, lines 7-12). 



Conclusion 



6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Abdelali Serrou whose telephone number is 571-272-7638. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Talivaldis I. Smits can be reached on 571-272-7628. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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